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1 . Applicant's election without traverse of Group I, claims 1-12 in Paper dated 10/27/03 is 
acknowledged. 


2. Claims 13-24 are withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 1.142(b) as 
being drawn to a nonelected invention, there being no allowable generic or linking claim. 
Election was made without traverse in Paper dated 10/27/03. 


3 . Applicant is reminded of the proper content of an abstract of the disclosure. 

A patent abstract is a concise statement of the technical disclosure of the patent and 
should include that which is new in the art to which the invention pertains. If the patent is of a 
basic nature, the entire technical disclosure may be new in the art, and the abstract should be 
directed to the entire disclosure. If the patent is in the nature of an improvement in an old 
apparatus, process, product, or composition, the abstract should include the technical disclosure 
of the improvement. In certain patents, particularly those for compounds and compositions, 
wherein the process for making and/or the use thereof are not obvious, the abstract should set 
forth a process for making and/or use thereof. If the new technical disclosure involves 
modifications or alternatives, the abstract should mention by way of example the preferred 
modification or alternative. 

The abstract should not refer to purported merits or speculative applications of the 
invention and should not compare the invention with the prior art. 

Where applicable, the abstract should include the following: 

(1) if a machine or apparatus, its organization and operation; 

(2) if an article, its method of making; 

(3) if a chemical compound, its identity and use; 

(4) if a mixture, its ingredients; 

(5) if a process, the steps. 

Extensive mechanical and design details of apparatus should not be given. 


4. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because it does not recited the steps of the 
claimed process. Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 
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5. The title of the invention is not descriptive. A new title is required that is clearly 
indicative of the invention to which the claims are directed (i.e. the elected method). 


6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 


7. Claims 1 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Andersen 
(2,938,807). 


8. Claims 1 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 10b) as being anticiapted by Chwastiak et al. 
(5,643,514). 

Chwastiak et al. teaches the manufacture of a SiC body by mixing a carbon source, 
silicon carbide, an organic gelation agent and a liquid to form a slurry; compacting the slurry into 
a green body; and exposing the green body to liquid silicon metal to produce a reaction bonded 
silicon carbide body. See cols. 4 and 5. 


9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 


(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 ol 'this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
it In ti ubject matter pertains Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
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10. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

11. Claims 1-4,7 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Andersen (2,938,807) in view of Waggoner et al. (2003/0180579). 

Note that Andersen discloses that the SiC grit is hexagonal which indicated it is an alpha 
polytype as recited in claim 2. 

Andersen discloses that the carbon source may be "graphite, amorphous carbon, or some 
other type of free carbon" which is inclusive of carbon black as recited in claim 2. 

Determination of the specific ingredient amounts would have been well within the realm 
of routine experimentation to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention. 
These parameters would have obviously been selected to optimize the process conditions and/or 
the properties of the final product. 

Waggoner et al. discloses that SiC ceramics are suitable for armor paragraph [0095]. It 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use the material 
of Andersen for armor in view of the teaching of Waggoner. 
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12. Claims 1-3 and 6-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over 
Chwastiak et al. (5,643,514) in view of Waggoner et al. (2003/0180579). 

Chwastiak et al. teaches the manufacture of a SiC body by mixing a carbon source, 
silicon carbide, an organic gelation agent and a liquid to form a slurry; compacting the slurry into 
a green body; and exposing the green body to liquid silicon metal to produce a reaction bonded 
silicon carbide body. See cols. 4 and 5. Chwastiak et al. also discloses the claimed 
siliconization temperatures (col. 5, line 2). Chwastiak et al. also disclose a porous mold (i.e filter 
paper) and the application of pressure to the slurry. See example 1. 

Determination of the specific ingredient amounts, mold configuration, molding pressures 
and process step times would have been well within the realm of routine experimentation to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention. These parameters would have 
obviously been selected to optimize the process conditions and/or the properties of the final 
product. 

Waggoner et al. discloses that SiC ceramics are suitable for armor paragraph [0095]. It 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use the material 
of Andersen for armor in view of the teaching of Waggoner. 

13. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chwastiak et al. 
(5,643,514) in view of Waggoner et al. (2003/0180579) as applied to claims 1-3 and 6-12 above, 
and further in view of Andersen (2,938,807) 

Andersen discloses that methylcellulose is a water soluble binder suitable for the 
production of reaction bonded silicon carbide bodies (col. 3, lines 54-66). It would have been 
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obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use methylcellulose binder in the 
process of Chwastiak et al. in view of the teaching therein that "other water soluble binders" are 
suitable for use (col. 4, lines 54-56). 


14. Claim 4 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chwastiak 
et al. (5,643,514) in view of Waggoner et al. (2003/0180579) as applied to claims 1-3 and 6-12 
above, and further in view of Benker. 

Benker discloses that potato starch is a water soluble binder suitable for the production of 
silicon carbide bodies. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to use potato starch in the process of Chwastiak et al. in view of the teaching therein 
that "other water soluble binders" are suitable for use (col. 4, lines 54-56). 


15. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Christopher A. Fiorilla whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
1 1 87. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 6:30am-3 :00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Steven P. Griffin can be reached on (571) 272-1 189. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-308-0651. 



Christopher A. Fiorilla 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1731 
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